Rhinoceros Toes, Manu V.I7-18, and the Development of the Dharma System

A well-attested dharmic forbids the eating of “five-nailed” (padcanakha) animals, except for a
restricted list, which often includes rhinoceroses. Examination of the passages in which this provi-
sion is found demonstrates that the rhinoceros is a later addition ta the list of edible exceptions.
Moreover, the rhinoceros has only three toes. The paper examines how and why the rhinoceros was
addeed to the list, starting from a close examination of the phraseology of Manava Dharma $astra
V.17-18. Furthermore, based on the texual configuration of the “older” and “younger” five-nailed
passages, a programmatic approach towards the identification of older dharmic material is suggested.

A widespread provision in the dharma texts (MDS
V.18, GDS 17.27, BDS 1.5.12.5, ApDS 1.5.17.37, vDS§
XIV.47, ViSmr 51.6, Y4ja. 1.177) forbids the eating of
the flesh of ‘five-nailed' {paficanakha), i.e., ‘five-toed’
animals, save for a restricted group: porcupines, hedge-
hogs, monitor lizards, hares, tortoises—and often rhino-
ceroses (khadga). Of the texts just cited, only Vasistha
and YajffAavalkya do not include the rhinoceros on their
five-nailed lists. I give two versions of the ones that do:

GDS 11.27
paficanakhis casalyakasasasvavidgodhakhadgakae-
chapah

Five-nailed {animals) {are not to be eaten), except for
the hedgehag, hare, porcupine, marnitor, lizard, rhi-
noceras, and tortoise.

MDS V.17-18
na bhaksayed ekacaran ajiarams ca mrgaduifin
bhaksyesv api samuddistan sarvan paftcanalhams tathi

$vavidham Saityakam godham khadgghiirmasasdms tatha
bhaksydan paficanakhesv ahur anustriamé caikatodatah

One should not eat solitary (animals) and unknown
heasts and birds, even those indicated as arnong the
edible, (nor} all five-nailed (animals).!

(But) they proclaim as edible the parcupine, hedgehog,
monitor lizard, chinoceros, tortoise, and hare among
the five-nailed—as also animals with ape row of
teeth, except for camels.

! The peculiarity of this phrasing will be discussed helow
(n. 22).
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Despite its widespread representation in the dharma
texts, the rhinoceros seems to be a secondary addition 1o
this list, as Heinrich Liiders pointed out exactly ninety
years ago in an article devated to exactly this dietary pro-
vision (“Eine indische Speiseregel” ZDMG 61 [1907]:
641-44). A standard list of five edible five-nailed ani-
mals, i.e., this same list minus the rhino, is rather surpris-
ingly common in a variety of ancient Indian text-types,
in the fixed and memorable expression padica paficana-
kha bhaksyah “five five-nailed ones are edible?

? Discussion af the motivation for the ban on five-nailed food-
stuffs, as well as the justification for the particular exceptions ta
the bary, is beyond the scope of this paper. But since humans are
the paradigmatic five-nailed beasts, it may be reasonable to fal-
low B. K. Smith (1994, Classifving the Universe, 243-44) in
assuming that it is essentially a ban on eating humans or human-
like anjmals (esp. monkeys), and that the edible exceptions are
“not overly human.” See also FE Zimmermann, The fungle and
the Aroma of Meats (1987), 173, Some distant suppart for the
notion of “five-nailed” as equivalent to “human / humanaid™
may come from Siidraka’s play, Mrechakatika, where the villain
Sakara refers ta his dafanahlal- [= dasanakha- ‘ten-nailed’]
hands (preparatory to strangling Vasantaseni) {(Mrech. VIIL20)
multiples of five nails as a human characteristic.

Note also that four of the exceptions to the five-nailed provi-
sion, i.e., §vavidh-, falvaka-, godha-, and fasa-, form the first
part of the natural class of bilesaya- ‘hole-dwellers’ in Susruta
{[.46.26), where the medical effects and the taste of their flesh
are described {(vv. 27-30).

For ‘five-clawed’ as an animal classification in [ranian, see
H. B Schmidt, “Ancient [ranian animal classification” (Seffr
5-6 [1980]: 209-44), with some discussion alsa of the [ndic
material {p. 235).



250 Journal of the American Oriental Sociery 118.2 ([998)

Consider a few of the contexts in which this expression
occurs.” Both epics contain episodes in which a charac-
ter is warned against eating the meat of a non-conforming
five-nailed creature: a dog in MBh XII.139.66, a monkey
in RIV.17.33-35. In the latter passage the monkey Vilin,
just fatally wounded by Rama, taunts him for Killing a
five-nailed creature he cannot eat, with exact legalistic
phraseology:

RIV.17.34-35
pafica paficanakhd bhaksya brahmaksarrena raghava
falyakah fvavidho godhd sasah kivrma§ ca paficamah

carma ¢dsthi ca me rdfan na sprianti manisingh
abhaksydni ca mamsani so "ham paficanakho hatah

“Five five-nailed {creatures) can be eaten by brahmins
and ksatriyas: hedgehog, porcupine, momtor lizard,
hare, and tortoise as fifth.”

My skin and bones, o king, the wise do not touch; {my)
flesh is inedible. Lo, I am a five-toed [i.e., forbidden]
creature slain,

Similar passages are found in the Kirma Purana* and
in Pali, in the Mahdsutasomajatika (no. 537), where a
king is abjured not to cat human Besh, again with a
quotation from the law:

Jar 337(58)
pafica paficanakhd® bhakkhz khattivena pajénata
abhakkham rdja bhakkhest tasma adhammike tuvam

“Five five-nailed ones are to be eaten by a knowledge-
able Ksatriya.”

O king, you eat what is not to be eaten. Therefore you
are adharmic.

Equally interesting is the extent to which this exact ex-
pression, pafica pafcanakha bhaksyah, has penetrated
ancient [ndian scholasticism—as a meta-example, if you
will, to illustrate scholarly means of presentation and in-
terpretation. In the grammatical tradition Patafijali uses

1 Several of these passages were first adduced hy Liders
(MBh XII.14966 [crit. ed., = Liiders XIL141.70], far 537,
MBhas 1.1.)., as well as the dharma texts proper).

4 Kir. Pur. (adhyiya |7, p. 572 [Bibliotheca Indica, 1890]),
which ascribes the rule to Manu (manur aha prajapatih), even
thaugh the list contains only five animals, not the six of MDS
V.18,

I Liiders’s correction (p. 64 1) for pafica na kha in Fausbgll.

the phrase in the introduction to the Mahabhdsya (I.1.1
[p. 5 in Kielhorn]} when debating the question whether
it is better to give comect grammatical forms for emu-
lation, allowing the incorrect anes to be inferred and
avoided—or to forbid incotrect forms, allowing the
correct ones to be inferred and employed. The “five five-
nailed” provision illustrates the former possibility: with
the five pronounced edible, all other five-nailed creatures
can be assumed to be forbidden.

MbBhas [ 1.1
parica paicanakhd bhaksyd ity ukte gamyate etad ato ‘nye
‘bhaksya iti

When it is said “Five five-nailed may he eaten.” from
that ane understands that the others may not be eaten,

Similarly in dardana contexts, the “five five-nailed” is
a standard Mimamsa example of a parisamkhyd-vidhi,
ap injunction involving an exhaustive ennmeration, the
force of which is not in the enumeration itself, but in
the implication of exclusion, in effect forbidding what
is absent from the list, introduced by the phrase “yathd
pafica paficanakhdh .. "

It is worth pausing for a moment to consider the cu-
tious fact that the older, rhinoceros-free versions of the
five-nailed provision are found almost exclusively in
non-dharma texts, while the updated version with rhi-
noceros 18 found across the dharma siitras and §astras but
hardly elsewhere.” This situation conforms to the lin-
guistic principle that archaisms are preserved on the
margin, that is, in those texts that borrow categories from

8 ¢t Nyayakofa, 447, Mimdmsdkosa, 5: 24621.; also P V.
Kane, HDS, V, part I (1977): 1229-30. [ am grateful to P. Oli-
velle for drawing this to my attention, and for valuable discus-
sion af the whole five-nailed topic, though he might not agree
with all the views expressed herein.

T Minus rhina,

with enumeration of other animals:
non-dharma texts: B IV.17.33, Kirma Pur. (see n. 4)
dharma texts: VDS 14.39 [but see below], ¥ai 1177
“pafica paficanakha” (but without enumeration):
non-dharmna texts: MBh XIL.139.66, Jar 337, MBhas 1.1.1,
Nyaya/Mimamsa
s,
Phues thino:
dharma texts: GDS 17.27, BDS 1.5.12.5 {but see belaw),
ApDS
1.5.17.37, ViSmr 31.6, MDS V.17-18
non-dharma text: Mark Pur 352 (seen. 11)
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other areas, while innovations oceur 1n the center, in
those texts where the categories are principally elabo-
rated—a principle that can be applied to both geograph-
ical dialects and to analogic changes in a grammatical
system (Kurylowicz's famous Fourth Law of Analogy).?
The implications of this for the study of the develop-
ment of the dharmic system in ancient India are faicly
important: if we are looking for older legal material, we
may do well to look at quotations and employments of
dharmic prescriptions exactly in non-dharmic contexts,
even when these texts are chronologically younger than
the dharma texts proper.’

From the wide use in a variety of Sanskrit contexts of
just this fixed formula pafice paficanakhd bhaksyah, [
think we must infer not only that the original dharmic
provision contained only five animals but also that this
was a closed sel, not an expandable list that happened
to include only five animals to begin with. So the inclu-
sion of a sixth animal in most of the dharma texts (and
the resulting necessary deletion of the first pafica from
the verbal formula) seems to me a puzzle that needs ex-
planation. In fact, we can see the change almost as it
happens. An intermediate stage between the closed set
and the expanded list is found in a somewhat incoherent
compromise in BDS, which ends the provision with the
canonical phrase pafca paficanakhdh—having first enu-
merated six animals, the last of which, the chinaceros, is
immediately deleted:'?

BDS 1.5.12.5
bhaksyah fva‘v1'dgodh&s‘aja.faiyakakacchapakhagig&fl
khadgavarjdh pafica panicanakhih

Five five-toed animals may be eaten, the porcupine, the
monitor lizard, the hare, the hedgehog, the tortoise
and the rhinoeeros, except the rhinoceros. "

8 I Kurylowicz, “La nature des proces dits ‘analogiques’,”
Acta Linguistica 5 {1945-49): 15-37. [Reprinted in E. Hamp,
E. W. Householder, and R. Austerlitz, Readings in Linguistics,
IT ¢1966): 158-74 (Faurth Law, pp. 169-70).] For this princi-
ple applied to geographical dialects, ¢f., e.g., H. H. Hock,
Prineiples of Historical Linguistics (1986), 440—44.

? I hope to pursue this project in the future.

19 The next two provisions (BDS 1.5.12.6-7), cancerning an-
imals with cloven heaves and birds, also follow this strategy of
specifically stipulating that five types may be eaten, listing six,
and then immediately subtracting the sixth. I assume that vy,
6-7 have been madeled on 3, since no similar provisions for
cloven-haoved animals or birds are known to me.

"' The same ambivalence may be displayed in Vasistha.
Thaugh, as noted above, the rhinoceros does not appear in the

As [ noted, Liiders already saw that the restricted [ist
of five animals was the older situation, but he did not
attempt to explain how the list came to be expanded as it
did. He merely suggested that the expanded list found in
the various dharma texts reflected “local custom” {p. 642).
But if this were the case, we might expect different ver-
sions of the expanded list according to locality, whereas
the rhinoceros is the only item usually added.!?

Maorteoves, the rhinoceros is in uneasy company here.
For one thing, it is simply out of scale with the rest of the
small- to medium-sized animals. For another, rhinocer-
oses have only rhree toes.* Now one may consider this
last fact to be irrelevant. An ancient Indian jurist might
be expected to have little opportunity to observe these
beasts, and if he should encounter one, he would proba-
bly have other things on his mind than examining its
feet. However, I have found aver the years that ancient

five-nailed list in this text (VDS 14.39), shortly thereafter is the
pravision

VDS 14.47
khadge i vivadanty agramyasiikare ca

But they dispute about the rhinoceros and the wild pig,

The potential but questionable edibility of the rhinoceros is
thus mentioned in the text, but nat in context of five-najled
creatures. {In fact, this provision directly follows one concern-
ing domestic cattle.)

Another strategy for dealing with the conflict between the
closed five-mermber system and the rhinoceros is to elimipate
another animal in order to include the rhino, as Visnu does.
In ViSmr 51.6 khadga takes the place of fvavidh ‘porcupine’,
in Mark. Pur. 35.2 that of falyaka ‘hedgehog’ However, nei-
ther text explicitly identifies this as a five-member set. Cf.
Vismr 51.6 s‘a.s‘aka—faIyaka-godhﬁ—khagiga-karma-varjam paii-
canakhamamsasane. . .. “In the eating of the flesh of five-nailed
creatures, except for hare, hedgehog, monitor lizard, rhinoceros,
and tortoise . .

2 The only exception is ApDS which adds a seventh item
at the end: patikhasa, of unknown identity. ApDS [5.17.37
pafcanakhanam godha-kacchapa-dvavit-salyaka-khadga-sasa-
patikhasa-varjam. (Phonolagically it most resembles the plant
names pirtka, pitika, pathika, which would make a five-nailed
interpretation difficult. On these words, see Mayrhafer KEWA,
s.v, patikah®, EWA, s.v. pitika-.)

13 Cf., e.g., Graimek's Encyclopedia of Mammals, IV (1990),
549; N. I. van Strien, The Sumatra Rhinoceros Dicerorhinus
sumatrensis (Fischer, 18]4) in the Gunung Leuser National
Park, Sumatra, Indonesia (1986}, 19: “The legs of a rhino are
relatively short and columnar, ending in a flat sole with three
hoofs [sic] or pails”
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[ndian natural history can be remarkably accurate, and
that if we take it literally, it can often illuminate the texts
in which it is embedded."* 8o, I think we need an expla-
nation not only of why one particular animal was in-
serted into the closed set of the five five-toed, but why
that very animal is one that has only three toes.!3
Though one way out of this difficulty might be to
assume that ‘rhinoceros’ is not the correct identification
for khadga, but rather refers to a properly five-toed ani-
mal, this strategy will not work. For one thing, Middle
and Modern Indic descendants of Skt. khadga all seem
to refer to the rhinoceros or parts thereof {see Turner,
CDIAL, s.v.). Furthermore, several Middle Vedic pas-

14 See Tamison, “Linguistic and Philological Remarks on
Some Vedic Boady Parts, pt. [I: kuks(-)" in Studies in Memory of
Warren Cowgill (1929-1983), ed. Calvert Watkins {1987}, 66—
91, idem, The Ravenous Hyenas and the Wounded Sun: Myth
and Ritual in Ancient India (1991), pt. 1.2B; “Nartural History
Nates on the Rigvedic ‘Frog' Hymn,” Annals af the Bhandarkar
Oriental Research Institute 72-73 (1991-92): 137-44.

The pasition of the rhinoceros in South Asian art, folklore,
and general culture has been treated in a number of publica-
tions, of which I will mention only a few. A very useful and
comprehensive survey, particularly of visual representations of
the animal, is found in I. Bautze, *“The problem of the khadga
(Rhinoceros unjcornis) in the light of archaeolagical finds and
art,™ South Asian Archaeology 1983, ed. J. Schotsmans and
M. Taddei (1985), 405-33. [I am grateful to R. Saloman far this
reference.) G. W. Briggs, “The Indian Rhinoceros as a Sacred
Animal,” JAGS 51 {1931): 276~82 is rather thinner than its title
promises, but interestingly he alludes to what is probably an-
other versian of the Mahabhdrata-derived folktale that is treated
in a very recent JAOS article, W. 8. Sax, “Fathers, Sons, and
Rhinoceroses: Masculinity and Violence in the Pandav Lifa,”
JAOS 117¢1997): 278-93. An extremely full bibliography of all
rhinoceros-related materials (though a bit skimpy on Indic
texts) is provided by the rhinoceros enthusiast L. C. Rook-
maaker, Bibliagraphy of the Rhingceros: An Analysis of the Lit-
erature on the Recent [sic] Rhinaceros in Culture, History and
Riology (1983).

I5 Zimmermann, Jungle, 174, n. 45, suggests that the term
“pahcanakha . . . may be interpreted as an approximative refer-
ence to beasts of prey as a whole,” even if they have fewer toes.
This does nat seem a promising solution for various reasons,
including the presence of non-predatory animals like hares {and
rhinacerases!) on the list. Tt is well to remember that despite
their size, armored appearance, and fierce reputation, rhinocer-
oses ate herbivores.

Note alsa that in the Bhag. Pur. list of paficanakha apnimals,
not categorized by edibility, the rhinoceras is absent, though

sages, to be discussed below, clearly situate the khadga
in the realm of fierce wild beasts and suggest that its
hide is armor-like, an accurate observation of the Indian
rhino (as its German name, Panzermashom, alsa reflects).
See Grzimek's Eneyclopedia of Mammals, IV (1990):
611: “Indian rhinaceros has . . . thick skin that has the ap-
pearance of ‘armor-plating’” Perhaps the clinching piece
of evidence is 2 MBh passage that gives an unmistakable
description of a rhinoceros. In the duel between Bhisma
and Agvatthaman, the latter shoots an arrow at the former:

MBh VL1146
laldtastham tate banam dharayam dsa pandavah
yathd irfigam vane drptah khadgo dharayate nypa

The Pandava held the arrow standing on his forehead,
as in a forest a wild rhinoceros halds his own horo,
a king.

Remember that the Indian rhinoceros has only one horn
(R. unicornis), unlike his two-homed African cousins.

Sa, we are stuck with the rhinoceros and must attempt
to reconcile his three toes with his five-toed compan-
ions in dharma. To understand this, we must use extra-
dharmic sources, to expand on clues found in the dharma
texts. The crucial wards are ekacara- in MDS V.17 and
godha- in MDS V.18 and other five-toed texts.

As we saw above, V.17 forbids one to eat ‘solitary’
{ekacara-) animals, without further specification. The
commentators make a feeble attempt to flesh out the
provision: Kullikabhatta suggests this means ‘snakes,
etc.’; Medhatithi adds ‘owls’ to Kulluka's snakes. But
they fail to mention the ekacara animal par excellence,
perhaps because at the time of their commentaries this
lore had long since disappeared from continental India.

In early Buddhist sources, Pratyeka Buddhas, those
who attain enlightenment for themselves alone, are
compared to rhinoceroses and given the epithet khadga- /
khadgin[a)- / pratyeka-khadgin-. (Cf., e.g., Mmk [Ma#-
Jusrimilakalpa) 67.9, 14, ete., and Edgerton, Buddhist
Hybrid Sanskrit Dictionary, s. v. khadgin-) Indeed, the
Pali Suttanipdta and the Boddhist Sanskrit Mahavastu—

four of the five on the original list are found. This may be an-
cther indication that the three-nailed rhino was not originally
part of the averall category of the five-nailed and has intruded
only into the legal provision under discussion.

Bhag Pur. [11.10.23-24
sfrnu paficanakhdan pasin
$va srgala vrke wydghro mdrjdrah fasa-fallakau
simhah kapir gajah kirme, godhd ca makaradayah
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and, as I learned from R. Salomon (p.c.), also the new
Gandharl matenal-—contain a seriés of essentially iden-
tical verses (save for dialect) kmown as the khagga-
visdnasutta | khadgavisdna-gathd or ‘rhinoceros siitra,
rhinoceros verses'. 6 17

‘The constant refrain of these verses is

Surtanipdta 356
eka care khaggavisdnakappo

Mu LI59.16fF.
eko care khadgavisanakaipo

One should wander alone like a rhinoceros. '®

The rhinoceros is thus identified as the archetypal soli-
tary beast—ekacara—whose behavior solitary sages
should emulate.!® Madern discussions of rhinoceros be-
havior cancur with this ancient characterization. Accord-

L6 The compound khaggavisana { khadgavisana is sometimes
interpreted, beginning with the Pali commentary, not as ‘rhino-
ceros’, but as a fatpurusa meaning ‘rhinoceros-horn’. This mean-
ing does not make sense in context, as we will see, and without
further discussion [ will simply declare that | find convincing
the analysis of this word as a bahuvrihi, meaning *having a horn
like a sword’, hence simply ‘thinoceros’, with a possibly folk-
etymologized khadga “sword’.

Whether or not khadga thinoceras’ and khadga ‘sword’ are
etymologically related is irrelevant here: the visual similarity
between sword and horn would be sufficient to suggest a syn-
chranic association between phonologically similar or identi-
cal words. For further discussion, see M. Mayrhafer, KEWA, s.v.
khadgdh' and khadgdh?, EWA, s.v. khadgd- (with skepticism
about the connection) and esp. the helpful discussion in Edger-
‘ton, Buddhist Hybrid Sanskrit Dictionary, s.v. khadga-visdna.

Khadga- *sword” we will return to below.

1 Bautze, "The problem of the khadga,” 414, n. 21, notes that
there is also "a paraliel expression in a canonical Jaina text: Au-
papatika Shtra.”

8 The interpretation, *Oune should wander alone like a *rhi-
noceras horn,” conjures up an unintentionally camic picture,
Seen. 6.

19 Note that ekacara- is an epithet of munis also in non-
Buddhist sources of this approximate perind, i.e., the epics (e.g.,
MBRT1.86.5, IIL78.21, XI1.23.22), and in fact in MDS itself the
ascetic is urged to “wander alone™ in arder to attain liberatian:

MDS V1.42
eka eva caren nitvam siddhdrtham asahdyavan

Let him always wander alone, without companion, for
the sake of success.

ing to Grzimek's Encyclopedia, “rhinos are basically
solitary animals, and their social behavior is rather lim-
ited” (p. 610Q; <f. also p. 637). S. . Ripley: “The rhino
is distinctly an unsociable animal. Two adults are never
seen together except during a fight or when mating."®
Moreover, there are some indications that the oot car
‘wander' is particularly appropriate to the seasonal be-
havior of the rhinoceros, who seems almost to conduct
himself like a roaming mendicant. Ripley: “At certain
times of the year the rhinoceros appears to wander far
away from its haunts. .. the Great Indian Rhinoceros
tends to hold a territory during part of the year, but . . . at
the onset of the rather indefinite breeding cycle, an indi-
vidual may leave its territory and embark on a wandering
migration, 2 Wanderung.”

What I am suggesting then is that the edible rhino-
ceras in Manu V.18 (and elsewhere) was originally listed
as an exception not to the ban on eating five-toed ani-
mals, but the ban on eating solitary, ekacara, animals.?!

Look at the structure of V.17-[8. V.17 forbids three
types of meat: from solitary animals, from unknown ones,
and from five-toed ones. The next provision gives ex-
ceptions, and it is only in the third pdda of that verse that
the exceptions are specified as five-nailed.

Of course the term siddhirtha- here recalls (presurnably de-
liberately) the Buddha and situates the verse in a Buddhist
verbal context.

Mg D Ripley, *Territorial and Sexual Behavior in the Great
Indian Rhinoceras: A Speculation,” Eeology 33 (1952): 570-
73. Citations are from p. 572. Cf. alsa, for the Sumatran rhino,
van Strien's observation that “tracks of two animals moving
together, other than cow and calf, were extremely rare” (The
Sumatra Rhinoceres, 117). However, E. P Gee, while not dis-
puting the essential correctoess of Ripley’s characterization of
the Indian rhino, notes that from his observations rhinas do
come together under certain conditions other than mating (**Fur-
ther Observations on the Life History of the Great [ndian One-
horned Rhinaceros [R. unicamnis Linn.]” Journal of the Bombay
NMatural History Society 51 [1953]: 765-72; quate on p. 770).

2L If rhinoceroses are edible ekacara animals, which are the
ones forbidden to be eaten? In at least one passage the term
seems to refer to predatory beasts that hunt alone, rather than in
groups:

Bhig. Pur. V.8.18
api ¢a na vrkah salavrke ‘nyatamo va naikacara eka-
caro va bhaksayati

Daes nat a walf or a hyena, or some other non-solitary
or solitary (beast) eat [the deer]?

Such attimals may be the object of the ban in MDS V.74
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MDS V.17-18
na bhaksayed ekacarin affidiims ca mygadvijén
bhaksyesv apt samuddistan sarvan paficanakhams tatha

Svavidham falyakam godham khadgakiirmasasams tatha
bhaksydn paficanakhesv dhuh

One should not eat solitary {animals) and unknown
beasts and birds, even those indicated as among the
edible, {nor) all five-nailed (animals).

(But) they proclaim as edible the porcupine, hedgehog,
manitor lizard, rhinoceros, tottoise, and hare among
the five-nailed.

I would suggest that the original strategy was to list
exceptions to any of the categories named in the pre-
ceding blanket provision-—solitary apimals as well as
five-toed anes.??

If we provisionally accept this explanation, we must
then canfront two further questions. How did the thino
get so thoroughly incorporated into what is undeniably
the later cananical list of the five-toed? And why is it s¢
important to specify that rhinoceroses can be eaten?

22 We might note in passing that V.17 is peculiarly phrased,
and the awkwardness of its expression may signal that 1t is a
restructured versification of several older pravisions, with the
joins impetfectly soldered.

1) The expression na bhaksayet ... sarvan
khan. . .. “One should not eat all five-nailed (animals)” is not
only immediately contradicted by V.18 with its list of edible
exceptions, but syntactically the combination of negative + ‘all’
is quite rare in legal texts (and indeed elsewhere). In a collec-
tion of all examples of sarva in Manu I have found only a
handful of somewhat parallel instances, most of which can be
explained away. I think it at least possible that sarva- pafdeana-
kha- is a metrically similar substitute for the old formula pafica
pafcanakha- in these very changed circumstances (i-e., six an-
imals not five, and negative context not positive).

2) Pida c, bhakgyesv api samuddistan, “even those indi-
cated among the edible,” is difficult to canstrue. If it is taken
with b, gjfidtams ca mrgadvijdn, as Biihler does (“Let him not
eat . .. unknown beasts and birds, though they may fall under
[the categories of | eatable [creatures]™), it makes no sense. [f
they are truly unknowtl, how does one know what category they
belong to? If it is taken with d, with Burnell and Hapkins and
Doniger and Smith [ef. the latiers’ “nor any animals with five
claws, not even those listed among the animals to be eaten™],
it is directly contradicted by V.18, which indeed lists the five-
clawed animals to be eaten. [ have na solution to the conundrum
of pida ¢, and the commentatars ignore or avaid the problem.

paficana-

Let us begin with the first. Here [ think the answer lies
in chance word association—a habitual association of
the words godha and khadga in another part of the se-
mantic range of each. As we already noted, khadga
means ‘sword' as well as ‘rhinoceros’. Whether these are
two semantic specializations of an original single word
ot are historically homonyms, perhaps partly unified by
folk etymology, is irrelevant to our purposes. The ‘sword’
sense 15 extremely common—especially in texts with a
preoccupation with weaponry, like the battle books of the
Mahabharata. Godhd is the name of the ‘monitor lizard’ *?

But by an ecasily understood semantic transference,
godhd can also be used for objects made of lizard skin,
especially the wrist-guard worn by bowmen. In this
meaning, it frequently appears in association with other
offensive and defensive weapons—Ilike the sword., as in
the following MB# passage:

MBHIIL262.19
sa dhanvi baddhatinirah khadgagodhangulitravan

anvadhdvan mrgam ramo rudras 1aramyrgam yatha

With his bow, with his quiver tied on, with gward, wrist-
guard, and finger-guards.
Rama ran after the deer, as Rudra (did) the stellar deer.
[Cf. Ramayana 1.21.8.]

If khadga / godhd is a habitual collocation in these
weaponry contexts, it would not be surprising that in the
dharmic food provisions, when both words are men-
tioned for independent reasons, godha might, as it were,
“capture™ its regular verbal partner khadga and incorpo-
rate it into the old five-toed list. In several of the five-
toed provisions that also name the rhinoceros, godhda and
khadga are directly adjacent to each other.?® In other
words 1 am suggesting that the power of a fixed verbal
formula partly overrode semantics, once the two words
were in proximity for other reasons. It is rather as if in
English the common phrase “the hare and the tortoise”
caused the latter animal to be incorporated into a list of

23 Almost universally rendered as ‘iguana’ in our dictianaries
and translations—an unhappy choice, since the iguana is ex-
clusively a New World animal. However, in the nineteenth cen-
tury the term ‘iguana’ seems to have been loosely applied to any
latge lizard, and madern works simply copy this usage.

We owe our precise understanding of the meaning of godha
also to Heinrich Liders (“Von indischen Tieren, |: Godha”
ZDMG 96 [1942]: 23-50}.

2 GDS 17.27, ViSme 51.6, MDS V.18,
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small mammals: “the mole, the vole, the rabbit, the hare
and the tortoise, the woodchuck, the raccoon. .. "

So, the anomalous position of the rhipoceros in this
list is, I would claim, the result of two independent fac-
tors: it was originally mentioned as an exception to the
ekacara provision, but was swept into the list of pa#d-
canakha beasts on the strength of a chance verbal asso-
ciation with another member of that list.

But why is it crucial to mention rhipos at all? Though
it is perhaps not the first meat-source that we might think
of, it actually stands at the top of a particularly impor-
tant food hierarchy. According to many texts (MDS
N.272, GDS 15.15, ApDS 1L.17.1, ViSmr 80.14, ¥aja
[.259, MBhR XI11.88.1Q), it is the best food to serve at a
$raddha dinner, the ceremony in honor of the ancestors
(pitr), and satisfies them longer than other dishes, indeed
endlessly.

MDS 111.272
kalasakam mahasatkah khadgalohdmisam madhu
anantydyaiva kalpyante munyanndni ca sarvasah

{The herh) kélasaka, (the fish) mahdsatka, the flesh of a
rhinoceros or a red goat, haney,

and ascetic's foods of all sorts serve (to satisfy the pi-
tars) for eternity.

This quality of rhinoceros meat was well enough known
that it was also remembered and specifically mentioned
in the medical treatise of Sugruta, 146,52, which names
rhinoceros meat (and no other flesh that | have found)
pitryam pavitram dyusyom “consecrated to the pitars, a
means of purification, affording long life.”"?

How rhinoceros flesh achieved this exalted status in
the food chain is another story—with its roots partly in
Vedic ritual and perhaps in textually unpreserved lore
about the animal. With regard to the latter, though [ have
not been able to discover any traces? of the aphrodisiac
powers attributed to rhinoceros horn elsewhere in Asia

3 The commentatars Righavinanda and Nandana also re-
mark on the suitability of rhinoceros meat for the ancestors, ad
MDS V.18, and this employment is also remarked on in 2
numbet of puripas {cf. Bautze [1985], 411). Moreover, the
tradition survives into modern times: in the maodern folktales
discussed by Briggs and Sax (above, n. 14) the rhinoceros is
needed for a srdddha ohservation (see, esp., Sax, “Fathers,” 281
and n. 20).

2 W E H. Ansell (“A Note on the Pasition of Bhinoceros in
Burma,” Jeurnal of the Bombay Natural History Sociery 47
[1947). 249-76) rather casually mentions a teadition of rhino
horn as an aphrodisiac among Hindus (p. 253), but gives no

(or of its poison-detecting powers in medieval Europe),
it would not be surprising if this was part of unwritten
folk memory.

As for the former, the Vedic sources, we find the
rhinoceros first?” mentioned in the long list of fanciful
supplemental victims at the A§vamedha ritual. It is ded-
icated to the All Gods, Visve Devdh (cf. VS 24.40, MS
II1.14.21; note its absence in KS and TS). Though this
context is not terribly informative, somewhat later Vedic
material is more useful.

The other Vedic use for the rhinoceros is in a ritual
dalsind or priestly gift. At the ope-day Soma rite known
as the Apaciti, a grand chariot is presented, with accou-
trements made of the hide of various noble wild beasts:
the tiger, the boar, the leopard, the bear, and sometimes
the rhinoceros, whose hide is used for a suit of armor,
khadgakavaca- (JB IL103; §§8 X1v.33.20).28

JB 10103 (cf. Caland, JRinA, §134)
... tasyifvarathas camryug daksind bhavati. .. tasya
vaivaghrah parivdare bhavati dvaipe dhanvadhir drksa
upasamgah | khadgakavacs ‘dhyasthdid bhavati san-
naddheh samnaddjms&mrhfﬁ S

The daksina for this (ritual) is a horse chariot, yoked
with four (horses). ... Its covering is made of ti-
ger{skin), its bow-case of leopard(skin), its quiver of
hear(skin}. There is a mounted warrior, with armor of
thinoceros(-hide), girded (for battle), alang with a
girded charioteer.

The combined fierceness of the animals is presumably
employed to compel the “respect” (apaciti) for which
this ritual is undertaken.

The next time we meet rhinoceroses, it is in the de-
scription of frdddha dinners. As we just noted, rhino-
ceros meat is the most satisfying food for the ancestors.
But several dharma texts require that implements made
out of rhinoceros should also be used: seats spread with
rhinoceros hide (ApDS 2.7.17.1, khadgopastarane) or
vessels made of rhinoceros horn (presumably®®) (khad-
gapatrani, ViSmy 719.22, 24, cf. 16). [ see these passages

evidence, and his article shows little sign of concern with schol-
arly exactitude,

T It is, of course, well represented visually on seals, ete.,
from the Indus Valley civilization. See, e.g., Bautze, “The prab-
lem of the khadga" (abave, n. 14).

28 Nat all versions of this daksing use rhinoceros hide. Cf.
Ap$s 22,127, K§S 22.10.32.

® Thaugh Bautze, “The problem of the khadga” 410, be-
lieves that the vessels are of hide, not horn, without specifying
reasans for this apinian.
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as transitional between the Vedic use of rhinoceros hide
i the daksind at the Apaciti ritual and the rhinoceros
meat of the §rdddha dinper proper: from the artifact cre-
ated from the formidable exterior of the rhino, its armor-
like skin and sword-like horn, to the consumption of its
actual flesh, presumably to internalize this same power. 3

It is for this reason that the rhinoceros must be spe-
cifically mentioned as an exception to the ekacara pro-

0 ViSuir 80.14 specifies rhinaceroses without horns (vigana-
varjya ye khadgah) as the sraddha food. Perhaps what this pro-
vision intends is that the horn should have been previously
removed, to manufacture the srdddha vessels mentioned in
79.22, 24,

That it is the flesh of the rhinoceros that is eaten at the $rad-
dha dinner, not some preparatian, of, say, powdered rhinoceros
harn, is shown by the terms khedgamamsa of ApDS 2.7.17.1,
GDS 15.15, MBh XIIL.88.10 and khadga . .. amisa of MDS
[I1.272, hath ‘thinoceras fesh’.

vision in the dharma literature: the meat is crucial to the
best frdddha ceremonies. From this position the animal
is reassigned to the category of the five-nailed, whose
closed-set nature is then hreached.

I hope this little exercise has demonstrated a few of
the ways in which our dharma texts were composed and
recomposed, accreted through semantic associations and
word associations that are no longer apprehensible on the
surface. Moreover, it suggests a programmatic approach
to the study of the history of the dharma system, namely
systematic collection of dharmic quotations from non-
dharmic sources, which may have adopted mare archaic
versions of the injunctions and preserved them while the
dharma texts themselves were modernized. And 1 hope
in addition to have succeeded in subtracting a few toes
from the lonely rhinoceros.
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